seems to be told by itself without any overt markers such as the personal pronouns 'I' and 'we' addressing a precise (or general) 'you.' Roman Jakobson calls these pronouns 'shifters,'9 and a narrative text of the 'Georges monta dans le train a huit heures' variety (i.e. without 'shifters') is what has been traditionally known in literature as a third-person narrative. More recent scholarship has pointed out, however, that a pure histoire is very rare indeed. The same goes for film. For, although the majority of films seem to be free of either an author's or narrator's markers, in actual fact, as Metz's definition indicates, they are not histoires, but discours disguised as histoires. There are in a film as in a novel a host of indications that the narrative episodes have been selected and presented in a certain order by some organizing consciousness. Tradition has it that this controlling presence in prose fiction is called the narrator (or the narrative voice) and that he verbally addresses a reader who is sometimes referred to as a narrataire.
We may summarize these narrative systems in the following comparative grid: This grid will serve as the framework for the remainder of our exposition. In addition, one might note that behind the 'addresser' of either a literary or filmed narrative, there is always an authorial presence. This presence is usually singular for the novel -even though nineteenth-century collaborations like Erckmann-Chatrian' s and the Goncourts' seem to be making a comeback in the recent twentieth century with French duos like the Boileau-Narcejac team or the Groult sisters. In films, however, one is almost obliged to recognize the existence of a plurality of creative contributors, for even the 'auteurs' discovered and honoured by the
Cahiers du cinema of the 1950s -like Howard Hawks, John Ford, Alfred
Hitchcock, and Fritz Lang-never worked alone. The notion of 'author' deserves a brief exploratory review prior to further discussion of narration.
THE AUTHOR OF THE TEXT
In order to clarify the distinction between author and narrator of a novel, it is useful to consider the example of Proust's A Ia recherche du temps perdu. 12 Marcel Proust is unquestionably the author of this enormous roman-fleuve, that is, the person who took his pen in hand, dipped it in ink, and began to write. But the voice that says 'je' in the text is no longer the same person as the author, even though the narrator shares the same given name and apparently experienced episodes similar to those recorded by such Proustian biographers as George Painter. 1 3 Other evidence points to discrepancies between the actual Marcel Proust and his narrator-protagonist; for instance, the fictitious Marcel is an only child whereas Proust had a brother who became a doctor. And so on. Proust's narrator, then, is a mask or persona of his own creation.
The narrating voice should, in every case, be distinguished from the author's. To present an example at one extreme of the spectrum, where there is no cause for confusion, our rare collaborating writers mentioned above may co-operate equally as authors in composing the smallest sentence segment, but the voice that finally expresses this segment in print will be grammatically singular, and most likely distinct from either participant's. But, at the other end of the spectrum, even those narrators who never say 'je' (like most of Zola's) should not be confused with their authors, of whom they too are a persona, functioning as the voice narrating a recit.
The question of an author of a film has been the subject of lively debate for more than two decades. This debate has become calmer in recent years even if the question has not been resolved to everyone's satisfaction. People have largely agreed, though, that it is worth while to hunt in the filmic text for indications of a dominant creative hand or personality (if not voice) among the collaborators. In most cases, and especially in regard to many of the most admired films, it is the director who will have left the strongest indication of his contribution. The clearest example of an identifiable signature, of course, is Hitchcock's distinctive silhouette, which he interposes in at least one shot of each film. Scores of others from John Ford to Steven Spielberg are identifiable in subtler ways. Thus nobody denies their existence as auteurs of their films in spite of their collective collaboration with technicians, actors, editors, designers, musicians, and writers.
Such auteur theorizing reduces the writers to merely 'authors of the screenplay.' These same script-writers, though, find some support from critics like Richard Corliss who contend that when strong and distinctive writers like Ben Hecht and Preston Sturges write screenplays for weaker directors, it is the writer who is the true auteur of the finished filmic text. 14 And what of those few exceptional films that are dominated by the personality and taste of their producer, such as David 0. Selznick's Gone With the Wind (1939) The paradigm of narrative formulas and codes is rich and has been the subject of abundant research. 15 But, essentially, both traditional and structuralist criticism agree in distinguishing between two major sorts of texts. Humanistic critics refer to them conventionally as first-person and third-person narratives, whereas the structuralists eschew references to hypothetical 'persons' in their terminology and distinguish between discours (with linguistic evidence of a narrator in the enoncl) and histoire (without such markers).
Among examples of first-person narration (or discours), the simplest doubtless occurs in the text where the protagonist narrates his own story, as in Andre Gide's La Symphonie pastorale. But sometimes the narrator is a character who has the apparent function of being an observer or secretary (like Doctor Rieux in Camus' La Peste). In other examples, like Gide's La Porte etroite, one finds the same content treated by two consecutive narrators, one of whom tells of a frustrated love, the true nature of which is revealed in the other's diary. In the companion text by the same author, L'Immoraliste, the situation is complicated by the existence of narration on two levels, the first in the form of a letter written by an anonymous narrator who introduces the second level of narration, Michel's long speech. 16 In each of these texts the author is responsible for the degree of knowledge of events and understanding of their significance that he allots to each narrator/character. A global omniscience in such a narrator is, of course, unconvincing, a sin for which Sartre once severely chastised Fran~ois Mauriac. 17 The result of this criticism was the painfully careful attempt on Mauriac's part to identify the source of every detail of information known by the narrator of his next novel, La Pharisienne. The most extreme example of a desire to endow a first-person narrative with an air of authenticity is the introduction of a short preface which 'sincerely' attests that the following account is an unsullied transcription of a manuscript found after its narrator's death. Such is the case of Constant's Adolphe, which inherited this custom from the eighteenth century.
As for third-person narration, examples of pure histoires are, as we have indicated above, very rare. One looks first to the so-called romanciers naturalistes for whom the prime aesthetic principle was the cult of objectivity. But who could honestly claim that the narrative voice of Zola' s Germinal or La Terre is without bias, lyricism, or personality? In reality, it is often primarily because of a subjective reaction to Zola's narrating persona that a reader is attracted to or repelled by his works. There has been more than one attempt at filming in the first person, but the most audacious sustained example is Robert Montgomery's Lady in the Lake (1946) , where the entire action is viewed directly through the eyes of the narrator-protagonist, Philip Marlowe, of whom the spectator sees only a hand or a mirror reflection at appropriate moments in the diegesis. This experiment underlines the inevitable slowness of totally subjective film narration. For instance, the camera smoothly but painstakingly tracks across a room to focus on a doorknob in an attempt to imitate the protagonist's exit from a room. The same exit could have been filmed more brusquely through conventional editing. In general, the spectator is too accustomed to another kind of movie to adapt himself easily to this artifice, and ends up distancing himself outside the diegesis more than usual. Nevertheless, when this coding is used in a limited and diegetically expedient context as at the beginning of Delmer Daves's Dark Passage ( 194 7) , it can be effective. (Here, filming from an escaped convict's point of view neatly prevents the audience from seeing this protagonist's features until he emerges from plastic surgery with the diegetically new face of none other than Humphrey Bogart.)
Another kind of first-person film-making occurs more subtly in films like Alfred Hitchcock's Marnie (1964) . Raymond Bellour argues that from the credits on through a whole series of diegetic eye-lines, it becomes clear that the film's enonciateur can be none other than Hitchcock himself, even if the first shots of the film are without any narrating voice-over. ' 9 But as in Madame Bovary (the novel), the faithfulness of this point of view quickly diminishes to be replaced by what could be called in film the normative narrating instance.
The audience even forgets about the existence of a clearly identifiable diegetic narrator. In All About Eve G.L. Mankiewicz, 1950) , the voice of a diegetic narrator, Addison De Witt, introduces the principal characters, but one forgets his importance soon after the film begins. The same is true of Addie's voice in A Letter to Three Wives, made the previous year by the same director. Billy Wilder's Sunset Boulevard (1950) offers us the bizarre notion of a narrator who is floating, already drowned, in a Hollywood swimming pool! When it is a question not of a whole film but of a portion of it narrated in the first person, the result is sometimes more fortunate, as proven by the diverse narrators who present their discours in Citizen Kane (Welles, 1941) . But, even here, to what extent does the audience remain conscious of the narrating source of the episode it is witnessing? After all, the narrator's voice becomes necessarily silent when the participants in his memories begin to speak. And the intervention of a voice-off simply to recall its own existence becomes nothing but an annoying intrusion. 20 Since, then, it seems that the presence of an identifiable narrator (with the exception of Robert Montgomery's unsuccessful experiment) yields so rapidly to the traditional narrating instance in the audience's mind, first-person film narration reduces itself to a narrative code of secondary importance rather than the important code that a reader of novels might have expected.
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The normative narrating instance is, of course, established by the camera, which is the principal instrument of narration, especially when there are no voice-overs or introductory diegetic titles (such as 'Cheyenne, 1869') to supplement the photographed images. It is the camera, in its role as a narrating eye, which seems to have selected the material to be shown. We know that really it is the combination of the efforts of a whole filming team, from the focus-operator to the cameraman to the editor, which, along with the director, achieves the illusory effect of harmonious narration. It is this collectively created effect that we call the narrating instance. Sometimes this effect is very personal-seemingly representing the consciousness of the film-maker himself, as in Fellini's Bl (1963) . But even here the first few shots (a dream segment) in this incontestably personal discours are traditional enough that they seem to be introducing an histoire; for until some minutes later, the narration cannot be attributed to any identifiable diegetic (or extra-diegetic) source, but rather to an impersonal 'narrating instance.' While it is true that in this film the narrating instance is from time to time replaced by the protagonist's memories and fantasies, a spectator entering the screening-room during one of these segments would not be aware of this particular element of tense-or mood-change in the narration. The uniformity of filmic narration is such that diegetic time becomes more difficult to indicate than in prose fiction, where a simple adverb like 'yesterday' or 'meanwhile' can suffice. An expression like 'narrating instance' serves then to emphasize that the narration of most films-that is, of these apparent histoires which are really discours-is not immediately comparable to narration in prose fiction. The camera is not, after all, a stylo. 22 The camera is nothing but a camera, an instrument with a seemingly vast but finally limited flexibility of movement and focus, with a talent for showing -and hiding -according to the whims of the person who is holding it. The question of the camera's optics becomes pertinent and 'specific' in a way which contrasts with the necessarily metaphorical use of the term 'optics' in regard to the novel. The term 'point of view' in regard to cinema refers literally to a focalization of the camera, whereas in the novel, the term is obviously a borrowing from the visual arts. Filmic optics during the American classical period obeyed certain rules informally but firmly established by the filmic institution. For example, a scene or a sequence began almost necessarily with a long shot; most conversations divided themselves into shot/reverse shot; a character of immense strength or forcefulness was filmed in a low-angle shot; or a chasesequence took the form of an alternate syntagma (or cross-cutting). Indeed, as Raymond Bellour shows in several studies, alternationsometimes almost imperceptible-seems to have been the most unbreakable rule of classical film narration. 23 It is often this aspect of narration that literary critics have in mind when referring to some 'cinema tic' characteristics of narration in the novel. They read the first paragraphs of Zola's Germinal or Malraux's La Condition humaine and see that the narrator's optics or angle of vision assumes the same mobility as the classic camera, systematically and logically offering the reader a continuously expanding decor. 24 But even in the classical era, the camera was not always as logical as all that. An overriding principle of these films was that except in the case of plan-sequences (exploited to the fullest degree in Hitchcock's Rope, 1948), 25 each shot was never to stay unnecessarily long on the screen. And a plan-sequence never lasted longer than any other typical filmic segment. Thus very early in the evolution, as soon as the cinema institutionalized quickly paced cutting between and within segments, it created a permanent convention in rapid changes of field of vision and framing. This pacing has scarcely any equivalent in prose fiction, except perhaps the nominative style found in the kind of enumerative lists occasionally found in a text by Patrick Modiano. 26 As it happens, it is in description rather than in narration that a comparison between filmic and literary optics proves more satisfying. The way in which a camera, apparently forgetful of diegetic time, selects its details to create a descriptive syntagma (according to Metz's grande syntagmatique) 27 finds an equivalent in a prose fiction passage where the narrator stops his account (in the passe simple or the passe compose) to describe a privileged place or person (in the imperfect or present). The presentation of the desert landscape in David Lean's Lawrence of Arabia (1962) or of snow scenes in Doctor Zhivago (1965) , for example, has direct parallels in literary texts. But literary expression has no direct equivalent for the jarring intrusion of a close-up in the midst of a descriptive syntagma-or even in many a narrative syntagma. It is, furthermore, difficult to imagine the literary equivalent of Metz's episodic sequences, best illustrated by the history of Kane's first marriage traced through the breakfasts in Welles's Citizen Kane. 28 Generally speaking, therefore, a detailed study of the optics of a filmic text in accordance with the methods of literary analysis raises more problems than it solves. Since literary analytical traditions won't do, we can perhaps better understand the success of the application of Metz's grande syntagmatique in spite of its various imperfections. The grande syntagmatique has the undisputed advantage of being a specifically filmic code.
THE DIEGETIC MATERIAL
The optics of a filmic or literary text must always be the outcome of a choice made from the various paradigmatic possibilities open to the creators. Optics, then, would fall under the heading of stylistic aspects of the text. Today when both literary and cinematic paradigms seem infinite, one forgets that such has not always been the case. Before the nouvelle vague and the nouveau roman, the reigning aesthetics necessitated clarity and coherence. Especially in the organization of the diegetic material, which is the heading of the third column in the grid above.
In the classical novel it is the chronological presentation according to the supposed order of diegetic events that dominates as a narrative code. This has not prevented flashbacks or foreshadowing in keeping with the mental gymnastics of the narrator or the notions of suspense of the authors. But the most intentionally 'objective' narrators, like those of Balzac or Zola, sometimes indulge in a slow and detailed expository introduction to present milieu and characters before launching more rapidly into the chronological adventures of their recit. portions of sentences) which, while often para tactically independent, are grouped so as to create an impression of simultaneity. Early critics of this text launched themselves with enthusiasm and justification into discussions of cinematographic aspects of the technique, seeing in it a literary application of the filmic alternate syntagma. The most celebrated American example of cinematographic technique in prose fiction is probably John Dos Passos's U.S.A., where numerous sections ostentatiously bear titles like 'Camera Eye' and 'Newsreel.' 2 9 To what extent do we find in films the various formulaic structures associated with the novel? In classical cinema, to a great extent! Born of traditions formulated by D.W. Griffith, this cinema is indebted to the narrative technique of Charles Dickens (and of Balzac).3° Thanks to Griffith and his disciples, clarity in the diegetic chronology and geography according to the model established by Birth of a Nation (1915) took precedence over any other aesthetic criterion in the classic cinema. While the narrating instance could upset the order of presentation of diegetic time, any flashback would be meticulously punctuated according to the developed conventions of institutionalized film-making. 3~ On the other hand, foreshadowing has always been so rare that in spite of a few experiments with the flashforward in films like Sidney Pollack's They Shoot Horses, Don't They? (1969) , Joseph Losey's The Go-Between (1971) , and Nicholas Roeg' s Don't Look Now (1974) , film audiences of today are not yet adjusted to the device. Thanks to such experiments, though, the flashforward has become an element of established film coding that is now available to those film-makers who want to use it. Now that coherence no longer exists as a criterion of excellence and the structure of Nashville (Altman, 1975 ) is more like that of Les Fauxmonnayeurs than Dickens, a seemingly unstructured and even deceptive narration is often sought rather arbitrarily by film-makers. In an interview for Telerama in August 1978, Jean-Luc Godard himself criticized the unnecessarily complex chronology he found used by his former nouvelle vague colleague, Claude Chabrol, in Violette Noziere (1978) . The current generation of film-goers is, nevertheless, so conditioned to incoherence that they would doubtless respond well to an adaptation of Faulkner's The Sound and the Fury that would respect the Shakespearean implications of 'a tale told by an idiot.' The director of the 1959 film, Martin Ritt, could not have imagined such a voluntarily incoherent narration while filming his frustrating version in the spectatorial climate of the 1950s. But let us recognize once and for all that blind faithfulness to the literary text is rarely desirable in a filmic adaptation. The bold attempt of von Stroheim to transpose scrupulously almost every word of Frank Norris's Me Teague in his Greed (1924) succeeded in proving the folly of such an enterprise. The abridged version to be found in cinema archives today is surely as a film preferable to the interminable document that von Stroheim had made before editing.
A film-maker is obliged to select at the time of the writing of his scenario what he will keep and emphasize from the diegesis of the novel he is adapting to the screen. He must at the same time recognize that he is using filmic and not literary codes. For example, while making a filmic version of Sartre's Le Sursis, an exact imitation of Sartre's alternating technique might prove that the novel is, after all, less 'filmic' than its first reviewers believed. The resulting film would doubtless thoroughly confuse the audiences who would be obliged with each new shot to transpose their attention from one diegetic location to another. In fact, that 'sentence by sentence' or 'clause by clause' method that Sartre uses to express simultaneity is merely an abortive imitation of a convention that film audiences came to understand through the evolution of the sequential formula for editing chase sequences in early films. For it is only by using a screen split into two images that it is possible to present literally the contemporaneity of two events. But since this code of split screen is guilty of pointing excessively to a disconcerting enunciator, it is seldom used. A film-goer is quite capable of using his imagination to transpose filmophanically consecutive episodes into diegetically simultaneous ones. 3 2 In a novel, there is no exact equivalent of split screen unless one tries to imagine a possible code of printing diegetically simultaneous passages side by side on the same page. But even here, because of habits in reading printed texts, the passage on the left would usually be read before the one on the right, thus creating a new temporal priority. In contrast, the two perceptually simultaneous images on the screen are recognized immediately, it would seem, as diegetically simultaneous as well.
From the above discussion, we must return to the fundamental question of the signifying substances in literature and film. Film uses five means: moving images, filmed words, and recorded speech, music, and noises, whereas the novel's sole means of expression is the printed word. And, obviously, the printed word is by no means the exclusive property of prose fiction. The very exclusivity or 'specificity' of some filmic codes, which has become a key subject of semiological discussions, identifies the all-over individuality of cinema as an art. French semiologists have always resisted establishing a dogmatic list of 'specific' cinematic codes on the grounds that they do not wish to seem either restrictive or prescriptive, but if such a list did exist, it would doubtless include camera distancing (from close-up through all the intervening options to long shot), the choice between camera movement and static shots, and the whole range of camera angles, all mentioned above. 33 Although angle and distancing have roots or parallels in painting, and the notion of a mobile point of view exists in many novels, neither painting nor literature can compete with the effect created by the enunciating mobile representational camera; the specificity of these cinematic codes remains undeniable. A simple encounter with such filmic punctuation as the dissolve, the fade-out, the iris-out, and the wipe, or such techniques as slow and accelerated motion, leaves no doubt as to the unique potential of filmic narration. It is, as a matter of fact, in this framework that one should place all discussions of filmic adaptations of novels. Tony Richardson's 1963 adaptation of Tom Jones is a success not because the film remains faithful to Fielding's diegesis, but because it profits from specifically filmic codes to re-create the amused and amusing tone of the novel's narrative voice. 34 
THE ADDRESSEE
Every narrative is addressed to somebody. Contemporary literary criticism speaks of the narrataire to whom the narrator appears to be speaking. But who is this narrataire? Generally, in third-person narratives, there is seldom any special reader or group of readers designated as a 'narrataire.' It is a question, rather, of an unknown anonymous reader who is sufficiently interested in the subject to absorb the text, bringing to his reading whatever education, experience and imagination he has acquired. Some authors, however, indicate that their works will not suit the narrataires. Of course, the existence of any of these diegetic narrataires adds to the verisimilitude of the text. It also serves to give the reader the pleasure of some indiscreet complicity or voyeurism, as he reads the letters, diary, or memoirs which seem to have been written for someone other than himself.
In films, there are very few examples of diegetic narrataires. The recipients of A Letter to Three Wives provide one of the rare examples, as does the would-be recipient of the tape dictated by the protagonist of Double Indemnity (Billy Wilder, 1944) . Most often, the addressee of a filmic text is simply the film-goer. But even more than in prose fiction, there is a vast distinction between two categories of audience. The smaller category is the audience to whom Olivier's Henry V and Hamlet were addressed in the 1940s, and to whom, more recently, the films of Alain Resnais and Ingmar Bergman have been directed. This is an audience which, while not necessarily intellectual, is certainly better educated or more cinematically sophisticated than the majority of what the French call the 'spectateurs du cinema de samedi soir.' This latter group, at least during the years of the Production Code in Hollywood, was given a certain global identity founded on certain notions of shared moral standards and bourgeois tastes. In the silent era, F.W. Mumau even transformed his essentially bleak The Last Laugh (1924) into a farther-reaching product by adding a happy ending in keeping with popular tastes. And finally, even in a more modem European film like Max Ophuls's La Ronde (1950) , a suave unnamed narrative voice addresses an audience for whom the director has obviously imagined a specific moral conscience that he wishes to please and control. 35 The distinction between the commercial and art audiences is unashamedly founded on intellectual snobbishness; nevertheless, it has been proved valid. Of course, sometimes the two groups' tastes overlap. Furthermore, in spite of the distinction, the most profound and intellectual film-makers are themselves by necessity and tradition more or less enchained to most of the same cinematic codes as their more commercially minded colleagues.
In both cases, the narrating instance addresses an audience that it attempts to seduce or convince or entertain intellectually, aesthetically, or emotionally. To use the notion developed by Metz and Baudry, the viewer's situation or 'dispositif' is such as to be 'hypnotized' while motionless in a darkened room, to some extent alone, watching a projection onto a white screen for an uninterrupted period. 36 This contrasts with the reading of a book by someone who is free to move about, to pause, to contemplate, to be interrupted, to begin again, whenever he likes. In contrast, the film-goer is seated, mesmerized in spite of himself by images and sounds that take on the proportions of a dream. 'Le materiel per<;u imaginaire sur 1' ecran vient se deposer chez le spectateur comme sur un second ecran. ' 37 It is finally the spectator's own mind that becomes the narrator of the film, participating in the creation of the filmic text in an intimacy quite different from the reading of a novel, where the reader too is contributing to the creation of the text. But in films, the viewing phenomenon is so closely linked to what the most respected psychoanalytical studies have discovered about dreams and hypnosis, about reveries and identifications, that Metz's following conclusion seems undebatable; Durant Ia seance, le spectateur est le phare que j'ai dit, redoublant le projecteur qui redouble lui-meme Ia camera, et il est aussi Ia surface sensible, redoublant l'ecran qui redouble lui-meme Ia pellicule.J 8 Paradoxically then, the hypnotized filmic narrataire becomes also the narrator of these discourses which seem to be self-narrating histoires. It is a further irony that in this state that is nothing but one of perception, the spectator is actually the victim of considerable dupery. For, as Metz says, 'll importe de saisir, en effet, que le cinema tout entier est en un sens un vaste trucage .... '3 9 The spectator is so mentally enthralled that faulty logic in the diegesis, or imperfect editing, or unintentional amateurish interventions of the enunciating paraphernalia pass unnoticed most of the time. 4o In Mamie, the heroine gets on horseback, watched by a diegetic character. Her departure is a subjective shot which continues in the form of a travelling shot for a long time after the diegetic viewer could possibly have kept her in sight. But the audience does not give a thought to this lack of logic or verisimilitude. In Louis Malle's Ascenseur pour l'echafaud (1957) , the camera follows a protagonist from a balcony into an office where he proceeds to prepare a murder. Then, without a cohesive transition or any indication of elapsed time, the camera observes the protagonist (still inside) through a window from the balcony. But the spectator does not think to query this unexplained exit to the balcony by the narrating point of view. He has simply lost his capacity to analyse such details. This spectator who 'sees' and 'hears' everything is in fact blind and deaf to what would have seemed shocking or inexplicable to a person who took the time to analyse scrupulously the same film. Early filmmakers seem to have been instinctively aware that their eventual viewers' diminished perceptiveness allowed the artists to take liberties with the absolute logic of the diegetic point of view. On close observation, very few films can boast of anything but a relatively or apparently logical system of optics. On the other hand, most novels worthy of their genre, unless they are blessed with mentally aberrant diegetic narrators, survive well a close reading of their optics. TOWARDS A CONCLUSION: A NEW DEPARTURE Filmic narration and literary narration, which at first seem very similar, are, in fact, only superficially alike. While it is true that in both novels and films one hardly ever finds pure examples of histoires, the other differences between the two narrative forms far outnumber their similarities.
Normally, the narrative voice in prose fiction is distinct and consistent, whereas any identifiable filmic narrator erases itself rapidly to become the normative narrative instance which is the film itself. The differences between the signifying substances of the two media necessarily create very distinct coding conventions, and the film-goer's dispositif precipitates a viewer reaction which contrasts with the reading of a literary text.
But there is yet another aspect of literary narration that is so rare that it has hitherto gone unmentioned in this article . I am referring to secondperson narration as found in Michel Butor's La Modification. In the novel, where the hero is taking a train trip to Rome, the narration begins:
Vous avez mis Je pied gauche sur Ia rainure de cuivre, et de votre epaule droite vous essayez en vain de pousser un peu plus Je panneau coulissant.
Vous vous introduisez par I'etroite ouverture en vous frottant contre ses bords, puis, votre valise couverte de granuleux cuir sombre couleur d'epaisse bouteille, votre valise assez petite d'homme habitue aux longs voyages, vous l'arrachez par sa poignee collante .. . 4' Unaccustomed to this technique, little by little the reader comes to realize that the 'vous' is the protagonist and is also himself. Identification with this character becomes irresistible (and possibly unsettling if the reader is on a train on its way to Rome!). It is in this Butor novel that one possibly finds the best example of a narrative technique that can be legitimately and profitably compared with filmic narration. Butor' s instrument of narration could be called a 'narrating instance' as correctly as a narrator, and although the text is a discourse it decidedly seems to be narrating itself. Finally, the effect on the reader is 'hypnotic.' So similar is this to the psychoanalytical description of what happens to the film-goer that one arrives at a tantalizing hypothesis: if filmic narration cannot satisfactorily be described as either first-person or third-person, isn't it in the second person that a filmic text expresses itself? 
